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DETAILED ACTION 

Claims 1-9 are pending in tliis application. Claims 2-9 have been amended by 
Applicant solely for the purpose of correcting typographical errors and improving 
readability. Claims 1-9 have been rejected by Examiner. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 
The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the phor art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

1 . Claims 1 , 2, & 3 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) as being unpatentable over 
Costa et al. (U.S. Pat. No. 5787258) in view of Doviak et al. (U.S. Pub. No. 
2003/001 7845 A1). 

Regarding claim 1 , Costa discloses a life safety system comprising a network of 
panels, each panel including a central processing module (CPU) and a plurality of local 
I/O modules connected to said CPU and to each other. (See Costa, Col. 2 lines 27-34). 
Costa further teaches a class A ring network using the physical link layer utilizing RS- 
485 ports. (See Costa, Col. 3 lines 39-42). 

Costa utilizes two RS-485 ports to connect the network panels into the system. 
(See Costa, Fig. 1). Applicant utilizes three RS-485 ports providing a separation of the 
network monitor and the host. However, Doviak teaches the interconnection of 
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networks using routers which operate at the networl< level and convey messages 
between compatible networks. (See Doviak, Para. 10). Specifically mentioned is the 
routing of data through networks using a token-ring. (See Doviak, Para. 10). Doviak 
shows terminals or personal computers connected to a router which, in turn, is 
connected to a communications network. (See Doviak, Fig. 1). 

In light of these two references and the lessons learned from them, it would have 
been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the claimed invention was 
made to separate the network monitor from the host and connect the two devices via a 
RS-485 port, thus providing for switching out of damaged or malfunctioning hosts while 
not interrupting the integrity of the network. 

Regarding claim 2, the combination of Costa and Doviak teaches the network of 
claim 1 further including router logic under the control of a microprocessor for controlling 
the transmission of data through the monitor. (See Costa, Col. 2 lines 28-45). 

Regarding claim 3, the combination discloses a class A ring configuration utilizing 
jumpers to designate the master panel and subsequent slave panels to physically map 
the network. (See Costa, Col. 11, lines 47-55). Although Costa does not specifically 
mention the use of a transceiver, the system must contain a receiver and a transmitter 
or a transceiver to work. Finally, as already mentioned in the claim 1 discussion, 
Doviak teaches isolating the host from the router logic. (See Doviak, Para. 10 & Fig. 1). 
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2. Claim 4 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Costa et 
al. (U.S. Pat. No. 5787258) in view of Doviak et al. (U.S. Pub. No. 2003/0017845 A1) 
and further in view of Binder (U.S. Pub. No. 2002/0159402 Al). 

Regarding claim 4, Costa teaches a ring network that detects a panel failure. 
(Col. 8 lines 30-50). When data cannot be passed beyond the down panel due to 
communication problems, the nodes of the network must reconfigure so as to bypass 
the downed panel. (Col. 8 lines 30-50). Essentially, the routing logic contained within 
the panel is bypassed from the loop. Although Costa does not specifically mention the 
use of a transceiver, the system must contain a receiver and a transmitter or a 
transceiver to work. However, Binder discloses the use of a RS-485 transceiver using 
termination at each end of a connection. (Para. 57-58). 

In light of these references, claim 4 is rendered obvious to one of ordinary skill in 
the art at the time of the claimed invention was made because termination is a well 
understood concept in RS-485 technology involving providing electhcal resistance and 
fail safe biasing at the end of a line to prevent signal reflections. 

3. Claim 5 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Costa et 
al. (U.S. Pat. No. 5787258) in view of Doviak et al. (U.S. Pub. No. 2003/0017845 Al) 
and in further view of Desmarais (Desmarais, Louis. Applied Electro-Optics. Prentice 
Hall 12/5/1997) and Curray et al. (U.S. Pub. No. 2003/00841 12 Al). 

Regarding claim 5, the combination of references discloses the use of an 
optocoupler for electrical isolation between the two internal elements. (See Desmarais, 
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Pg. 244). Optocouplers are commonly used for high voltage isolation to protect the 
receiver circuit from any damaging over-voltage produced from switching or lightning 
induced surges. (See Desmarais, Pg. 244). Although Applicant's claimed invention 
does not use high voltage, optocouplers are also used to protect against electrostatic 
discharges or surges. The combination of references further describes a RS-485 
communication interface that utilizes optical isolation to protect against electrostatic 
discharges. (See Curray, Para. 55). Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art at the time of the claimed invention was made to utilize an 
optocoupler for separation and protection of various parts of the network. 

4. Claims 6 & 7 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Costa et al. (U.S. Pat. No. 5787258) and Doviak et al. (U.S. Pub. No. 2003/0017845 
A1). 

Regarding claim 6, Costa discloses a life safety system comprising a network of 
panels, each panel including a central processing module (CPU) and a plurality of local 
I/O modules connected to said CPU and to each other. (See Costa, Col. 2 lines 27-34). 
Costa further teaches a class A ring network using the physical link layer utilizing RS- 
485 ports. (See Costa, Col. 3 lines 39-42). 

Costa utilizes two RS-485 ports to connect the network panels into the system. 
(See Costa, Fig. 1). Applicant utilizes three RS-485 ports providing a separation of the 
network monitor and the host. However, Doviak teaches the interconnection of 
networks using routers which operate at the network level and convey messages 



Application/Control Number: 10/596,717 Page 6 

Art Unit: 2416 

between compatible networks. (See Doviak, Para. 10). Specifically mentioned is the 
routing of data through networks using a token-ring. (See Doviak, Para. 10). Doviak 
shows terminals or personal computers connected to a router which, in turn, is 
connected to a communications network. (See Doviak, Fig. 1). 

In light of these two references and the lessons learned from them, it would have 
been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the claimed invention was 
made to separate the network monitor from the host and connect the two devices via a 
RS-485 port, thus providing for switching out of damaged or malfunctioning hosts while 
not interrupting the integrity of the network. 

Regarding claim 7, the combination discloses a class A ring configuration utilizing 
jumpers to designate the master panel and subsequent slave panels to physically map 
the network. (See Costa, Col. 1 1 , lines 47-55). Although Costa does not specifically 
mention the use of a transceiver, the system must contain a receiver and a transmitter 
or a transceiver to work. Finally, as already mentioned in the claim 1 discussion, 
Doviak teaches isolating the host from the router logic. (See Doviak, Para. 10 & Fig. 1). 

5. Claim 8 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Costa et 
al. (U.S. Pat. No. 5787258) in view of Doviak et al. (U.S. Pub. No. 2003/0017845 A1) 
and further in view of Binder (U.S. Pub. No. 2002/0159402 Al). 

Regarding claim 8, Costa teaches a ring network that detects a panel failure. 
(Col. 8 lines 30-50). When data cannot be passed beyond the down panel due to 
communication problems, the nodes of the network must reconfigure so as to bypass 
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the downed panel. (Col. 8 lines 30-50). Essentially, the routing logic contained within 
the panel is bypassed from the loop. Although Costa does not specifically mention the 
use of a transceiver, the system must contain a receiver and a transmitter or a 
transceiver to work. However, Binder discloses the use of a RS-485 transceiver using 
termination at each end of a connection. (Para. 57-58). 

In light of these references, claim 8 is rendered obvious to one of ordinary skill in 
the art at the time of the claimed invention was made because termination is a well 
understood concept in RS-485 technology involving providing electrical resistance and 
fail safe biasing at the end of a line to prevent signal reflections. 

6. Claim 9 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over as being 
unpatentable over Costa et al. (U.S. Pat. No. 5787258) in view of Doviak et al. (U.S. 
Pub. No. 2003/001 7845 Al ) and in further view of Desmarais (Desmarais, Louis. 
Applied Electro-Optics. Prentice Hall 12/5/1997) and Curray et al. (U.S. Pub. No. 
2003/008411 2 Al). 

Regarding claim 9, the combination of references discloses the use of an 
optocoupler for electrical isolation between the two internal elements. (See Desmarais, 
Pg. 244). Optocouplers are commonly used for high voltage isolation to protect the 
receiver circuit from any damaging over-voltage produced from switching or lightning 
induced surges. (See Desmarais, pg. 244). Although Applicant's claimed invention 
does not use high voltage, optocouplers are also used to protect against electrostatic 
discharges or surges. The combination of references further describes a RS-485 
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communication interface that utilizes optical isolation to protect against electrostatic 
discharges. (See Curray, Para. 55). Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art at the time of the claimed invention was made to utilize an 
optocoupler for separation and protection of various parts of the network. 



Response to Arguments 

1 . Applicant's arguments filed January 16, 2009 have been fully considered but they 
are not persuasive. 

Regarding claim 1 , Applicant argues that the combination of Costa and Doviak is 
only shown through hindsight reconstruction. Further, Applicant argues that there is no 
suggestion in Doviak that the local device (12) is the "host" and that the controllers (15) 
are the "monitors" recited in claim 1 . Applicant also disagrees with Examiner's 
motivation that states in part that it would have been obvious to "separate the network 
monitor from the host and connect the two devices via an RS-485 port." 

Costa does discloses the RS-485 network in which both the host and the 
monitors are integrated. (See Costa col. 2 lines 26-55) Doviak shows a network 
configuration (which includes ring networks) in which computers (or hosts) are 
connected to controllers (or monitors) which are connected to the network. (See 
Doviak para. 38, fig. 1) The computers are the functional equivalent of hosts and the 
controllers are the functional equivalent of monitors. Doviak shows a separation of the 
controllers (or monitors) and the computers (or host). 
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In response to applicant's argument that the examiner's conclusion of 
obviousness is based upon improper hindsight reasoning, it must be recognized that 
any judgment on obviousness is in a sense necessarily a reconstruction based upon 
hindsight reasoning. But so long as it takes into account only knowledge which was 
within the level of ordinary skill at the time the claimed invention was made, and does 
not include knowledge gleaned only from the applicant's disclosure, such a 
reconstruction is proper. See In re McLaughlin, 443 F.2d 1392, 170 USPQ 209 (CCPA 
1971). 

Finally, Applicant is reminded that taking elements and making them separable is 
a matter of obvious engineering choice. (See MPEP 2144; "V. Making Portable, 
Integral, Separable, Adjustable, or Continuous" ; "C. Making Separable") For at 
least the above reasons. Applicant's arguments regarding claim 1 are not persuasive 
and, therefore, the rejection is maintained. 

Regarding claims 2-3, Applicant argues that because claims 2-3 are dependent 
upon claim 1, which applicant believes is allowable, claims 2-3 should allowable. 
However, claim 1's rejection has been maintained. For at least the above reasons. 
Applicant's arguments regarding claims 2-3 are not persuasive and, therefore, the 
rejections are maintained. 

Regarding claims 4, Applicant argues that because claim 4 is dependent upon 
claim 1, which applicant believes is allowable, claim 4 should allowable. However, 
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claim 1's rejection has been maintained. Further, Applicant argues language not 
contained in the claim. Examiner will not address such arguments other than to direct 
Applicant to the claim 4 rejection listed above. For at least the above reasons. 
Applicant's arguments regarding claim 4 are not persuasive and, therefore, the rejection 
is maintained. 

Regarding claims 5, Applicant argues that because claim 5 is dependent upon 
claim 1, which applicant believes is allowable, claim 5 should allowable. However, 
claim 1's rejection has been maintained. Further, Applicant argues that the combination 
does not use isolators when dealing with networks. However, Curray describes using 
an RS-485 communication interface using optical isolation. (See Curray para. 55) For 
at least the above reasons. Applicant's arguments regarding claim 5 are not persuasive 
and, therefore, the rejection is maintained. 

Regarding claim 6, Applicant argues that claim 6 is similar to claim 1 , but does 
not have multiple monitors and is directed at a network loop monitor itself. Examiner 

agrees with this assessment. Further, Applicant incorporates the arguments associated 
with claim 1 . Examiner has already addressed claim 1 above. For at least the above 
reasons, Applicant's arguments regarding claim 6 are not persuasive and, therefore, the 
rejection is maintained. 
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Regarding claim 7, Applicant argues that claim 7 is similar to claim 3. Examiner 
has addressed claim 3 above. For at least the above reasons, Applicant's arguments 
regarding claim 7 are not persuasive and, therefore, the rejection is maintained. 

Regarding claim 8, Applicant argues that claim 8 is similar to claim 4. Examiner 
has addressed claim 4 above. For at least the above reasons. Applicant's arguments 
regarding claim 8 are not persuasive and, therefore, the rejection is maintained. 

Regarding claim 9, Applicant argues that claim 9 is similar to claim 5. Examiner 
has addressed claim 5 above. For at least the above reasons. Applicant's arguments 
regarding claim 9 are not persuasive and, therefore, the rejection is maintained. 



Conclusion 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to STEPHEN CLAWSON whose telephone number is 
(571)270-7498. The examiner can normally be reached on M-F 7:30-5:00 pm est. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Huy Vu can be reached on 571-272-3155. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 

/STEPHEN CLAWSON/ 
Examiner, Art Unit 2416 
/Huy D. Vu/ 

Supervisory Patent Examiner, Art Unit 2416 



